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ABSTRACT
To examine tactical self-presentations (images

parsons display publicly) in task-oriented leadership situations, 128
subjects (56 vale and 72 female) were assigned leadership positiohs
in lroups that did very well or very, poorly. The.leaders learned tEat
either they or the group-at-large were resgonsible for the'
Ferformance and that the other group,sembers either did or dtd not
know the precise locus ot.responsibility. As predicted, males
emphasized.self-Oresentations cf competence and prominence relative
to their socioemotionality (the appearance of being warm,

.

approachable, and interpersonally oriented) when the others did not
know of the leader's responsibility for success, but relatively
de-emphasized the former attributes when the others did know. Males -

also displayed some compensatory self-presentations following a
leader-responsible failure, though the effects were not precisely a's
predicted. In contrastr'lemales' self-presentations did not follow
predictions: they normally emphasizecr their iocioemotionality over
other attributes irrespective of the combination of treatment. These
findings are consistent with Frior research generally,indicating that.

. females ere more interpersonally oriented in group settings, whj.le
males are more task oriented. (Author/tRA)
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Self-Presentation in,t1lik7OrieRied Leadership Situations

Abstract

To examine tactical self-presentations in task-oriented leadership

situations, 128 subjects were assigned leadership positions in groupi that

did very Well or very poorly. The leaders learned that either they or the

group-at-large were responsible for the performancei and that the other group

members either .did or did not know the precise locus of responsibility. As

predicted, males emphasized self-presentations of competence and prominence

relative to their ocioemotionality when the others,djd not know of the

leader's responsibility for success, but relattmely deemphasized the former'

attributes when the others did know. Males also displayed some compensatky.

self-presentations following a leader-responsible,failure, though the effects

were not precisely as preditted. In contrast, female§' serf-presentations,

. did not follow predictionswthey normalfieMphuiied their socioemotionality

over otheit.attributeslruespective pf the combination,of treatments:,
.
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Self-Presentation in Task-Oriented Leadership Situations

Through their self-pr sentations, people claim a variety of public

images that influence how-o hers regard and treat-them in social.interaction

(GdffMan 1959;,Schlenker, n pr8s). Although people generally adjust

their self-presentations match what the.V belieVe a significant audience

values thereby attempting to increase their attractiveness in the others'

eyes (Jones & Wottman, 1973), self-pres ntatiOns are held in check by pub-

licly known "facts" about the actor that cotild refute overly aggrandizing

claims. For instance, people whose failures are a matter of public record

present themselves consistently with that record; people are more self-

aggrandizing when failures are only privately.known (e.g., Frey, 1978;

Schlenker, 1975). In addition, people who fail appear to compensate for the

damaging inforMation.by enhancing.their.self-presentations on dimensions that

are irrelevent to the failure (Baumeister & Jones; 1978). Thus, public failure

should-result in less favorable self-presentations on dimensions that are

relevent to the available information, but more favorable ones on dimensions

that are irrelevent.

When publicly known "facts" allow aud19nces to infer an actor's admirable

qualities, he or she can afford to be modest. Actors thereby receive credit

for posseesien of the attrtbutel.don't risk censure for braggingt and gain
f

additional positive regard for their modesty (e.g., Baumeister & Jones, 1978;

Schtieider, 1969; Ackerman & Schlenker, Note 1). At the same time, publicly

successful actors can concentratetheir self-presentations on qualities the

. .

audience valuep but may not already associate with them. If favorabld facts

about actors Are Einknown by the audience, however, actors' Self-presentitions

ft the relevent-dimensions-sliould be highly favorable in order to inform the

_audionce of the accomplishment. Concomitantiy, privately successful actors-
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might balance their aggrandiAng self-presentations on relevent dimensions

with less favorable self-presentations on less relevent ones in order to

maintain their overall helieveability (e.g., Stires it Jones, 1969),
Tr.

Prior'research has tended to foCUs oh either the-overall favorability of

self-presentations summing over.numerous dimensions or the favorableness of'

self-presentations on two or more dimensions leach considered separately rather '
f-

than as they form a within-subjects pattern. An attempt was made in/the present
11,

study to complement these types of analyses with an examination of relative

.

4self-presen ations across dimensions.

The pre nt .study examfned self-presentations-in a leadership situation,

:thereby frcusing 'subjects son specific attributes (dimerisions) that should be

positively regarded by group members. Stogdill (1974) has identified three

major dimensions of leader behavior that May also be importaht self-presentational

dimensions'for group leaders: competence, socioemotionalityr and prominence.

. As self-presentational dimensionsv competence refers to the appearanc.e of'

possessing the requisite attributes and abilities to,lead the group toward

successful task completion;* socioemotionality refers to the appearance of being

wtrm, approachable, and interpersonally oriented; and prominence refers to the

appearance of siAanding out from the group through interpersonal influenceli.e.,

seeming strorig and Powerful).

Subjects in the present-study served as leaders of groups that did very

wt11 ,or very poorly on a decision-making task. AcklitipmV, either the leader

alone or the group-at-large was responsible for the performance; and the other

group mombers.Supposedly did or did not know the locui of responsibility. Based

on the riOsoning above, the following hypotheses were tested. First, leaders

should emphasize self-presentations of competence and prominenge, relative 'io
. -

/ sociosmotipuality, tcroacgreater degree when their responsibilfty Ow group success
f

V
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is unknown by group members, but humbly deemphasize these attributei re1-

ative to socioemotionality, when personal responsibilitxfor group success

is public knowledge. In the first_ case, competence and prominence should be
4

emphasized to inform.group members of the leader's'success while maintaining

believeability through decreased claims of secioemotiOnality. In the latter

case, leaders can humbly downplay success-related attributes while securing

a desirable.interpersonal attribute: Seuond, leaders who are responsible

for failure should deemphasize competence relatiye tb socioemotionality
I /

when responsloilitY is known rather th,n not knOwn by group members. Leaders

shald be cdnstrained by what the group knows about them, but attempt to

compensate for task.failure by stressing-their socioemotional ability.

MethOd

Subjects

Fifily-six male and 72 female undergraduates partially fuifilled a class

requirement throup participation. Each served in one cell of the 2 (group

success Dr failure) by 2 (leader or group responsible) gy 2 (other group members

do or do not know locus o

\
responsibility) by 2 (subject sex) factoeial. Sub-.

.

Jetts were run in four-perbcrs , same-sexed groups, bUt no two subjects in a

single group served in the sathe manipulated cell of the
f

design,
.N,

Procedure

Subjects wer'e seated-around a table tbat was partitiOned into'sections to

e'liminate visual contact. They first complleted a bogus but seemingly face-

valid measure of leadership ability which was purportedly used to assign one of

the subjects t2 the role of group reader.. It,was stressed.Olowever, that the

person selepted as the leader might or might 'not have the best leadership s'

(

scores in the group, sincthe researchers wec-e suppoiedly interested In seeing

how people with different patterns of abilities perform in the leadership role:

This was tO prevent loaders from assuming-that the other group members almady
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gave them credit,for high,leadership ability. In actuality, all four subjects'

were told they had been selected "the" group leader.

Subjects then worked individually op a set of three decision problems,

each of whicK described a m 1 or legal dilemma and asked eight miltiple
1

'Thchoice questions about how the problem should be solved. The experimenter

collected subjects' responstl, pretended to make additional copies of the

answers, and gave each subject a prearranged carbon copy that ostensibly showed-

how each of the other group members had answered the problels. Subjects were

then asked to reconsider the problems in light of the othert' answers

and privately "vote" on the final decisions they thought the group as a whble

should adopt.

After Oetending to score the fin#1 answers, the experimenter gave 'subjects

a feedback sheet indicating that the group had performed either very well,

scoring,in the 93rd peitentile (success condition), or.very poorly, scoring

in the 31st percentile (failure condition). Subjects also learned-that the

___group's score was based either on their final_answers alone (leadersible)

or on an average of All members' final answers (group responsible); and that,.

as leader, only they knew tidy, the score was calculated and that the other

members would not be told at any time (respolislloility not known) or that all

group members had,received a sheet explaining how thp score was calculated

(responsibility

Subjects then completed.self-presentational questionnaires' that they .

believed they would,exchange with one another Oior to working face-to-face-on

a second set of prbblems. (Since subjects'mighthave,assumed that group

porformake on the Aecond set of problems would be calculated as on the first,

thus confounding yesponsibility with past perfoimance with expectations of

future responsibility, all subjects were told-that the scoring procedure
4

would be different for Task Two: the leader would get two votes and each of

.1

of

II



the other members one vote each for the final decisions.) The self-

preselitational questionnaire asked subjects to rate thpmselves on bipolar'

adjectives selected a priori to tap the three dimensions of interAt.

Upon completing a manipulation check-questionnaire, subjects Are fully

debriefed.

Results and Discussion

Manipulation Checks

, The manipulations were effective An' inducing the destred perceptions,

t .

Subjects believed that: their group performed better in the suCF,et$.than

failure condition, p.<.001; the scores were based primarily, on their

-answers in the.leader responsible condition and 444:the group's answers- in

the grouP responsible condition, p. <.001; add the other members knew hOw the

score s calculated in the known condition but did not in the mit known

condition, R. <.001., Also, as desired, there welsT no differences in subjects'

r . percePtions of how group performance WoCild be calculated on task Two as a

funciion of the independent variables, .0.45.

f-Presentationi

CrOnbach's alpha in'dicated'that all three self-presentational dimensions

demonstrated aCceptable le..,'els of i.eliabi1ity4: competence ('.74), prominence

(.83), and ,socioemotionalit}) (.75).

A split-plot analysis of variance was performed on the-dimension Means,

treating the three dtmensions as three levels of a within-subjects factor, and

Performance, reiponsipility, knowledge, and sex as between-group factors.

The Analysis revealed main effectstf performance,'F.(1,.112) = 6.14, EL<.02,

responsibility, F (1, 112) = 761, R. <.01, and dimenston, F (2, 224) =7.73,

.001, a two-w.ay interaction of'sex X dimension, F (2, 224) --- 17.27, R. <.001,

.a three-way interaction of performante X knowledgb X dimension, F (2, 224) = .

3:23, pLIC.05, and a five-way,- interaction of performancerrresponsibility X
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knowledge X sex X dimension.
i (2. Z2.4) 4.11, .01. Medn ent.p.itty mb_

the five-way interaction are presented tr Table 1.. 44ultipfe comparisons were

performed via tests of simple effects.

Although the hypotheses were not fully,supported for either Sex, males'
."

self-presentations were generally more in line with predictions than females'.

14 As predicted, males emphasized self-presepiations.of prominence and coMpetence,

relative to socioemotibnality, to a greater 'degree when the leader was responsible

for success and responsibility was not known rather than known by. the group,

pL(.05. Further, males presented themselves as signtficantly more socioemotional

when it was known rather than unknown that they were responsible for success,

2..05, suggesting that once their proMinence and competence were recognized,

males attemptd to claim an addition-al positive attribute. However, although

the means were in the appropriate direction, males who were responsible for
1

success were not significantly more humble about their competence on prominence

when responsibility-was known rather than not known when those dimensions are,

consfdered individually. The liredicted effects thus emerged in a subtle

fashion, appearing most clearly when self-presentations are examined across

the dimensions rather than within each dimension considered,separately. When

suCh a split-ploi Analysis is employed,. the simple interaction of knowledge and

dimension for males vAo ate responsible for.success reveals the anticipated

pattern of 'relative humility versus braggardliness, 114C.M.

It was predicted that following a leader-responsible failure, subjects

would conform to ppblicly knoitn facts and'present themselves as less ,competent

whin'responsibilttytwas known rather than unknown.. The prediction was not

supported. Instead, che performance*.main effect indicated that Subjects

4f
pftsented themselves.less poiitively overall following failure rather than'

.

sucpessl means are 5.1 and 504,.respectively. Indeed, males who were responsible

,e

fa
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for failure 1owere0 their self-prIceqtatiow, of competence (somewhat, 'as

compared to males wha were espons\ble for sticcess / but this effect was
.('

not qualified by the group's knOwledge of the lodlif of responsibility.

Perlops the fact.that subjects expeCted to lead the others on a second task,
,

. where failure agaih
11
might be Tikely1, acted as a general constraint against.

.

1

claiming high degrpes of crpetence following failure (cf. Schlenker, 1975;,

Wortman, Costanzo, & Witt,,1973):

Consistent with
gilt-Compensation-following-failure.hypothesis, males

/.
claimed greater sotioemotional abifity when responsibility was unknown and they /

were personally responsible for failure rather than success, p <.05. However,

it Was expected that there wgbld be even greater compensation when responsibility

for ti.w failure was known rather than.notAnown
a nonsignificant reversal

occurred.
'

The females' Self-presentations failed to supi;ort,the hypotheses. Overall,

the significant two4way interaction between sex and,dimension indicated that

Jemales emphasized their'soc oemotionality ovelLtivcir prominence add tompetende,

while males did the.rever These findingare consistent with prior research

indicating that females are more interpersonally oHented in group settings,

while males are more task oriented (e.g.,"Kahn, Hottes, & Davis, 1071; Shaw,
4

1976): trhe only exception for females occurred in the success/group responsible!'

not known .condition, Wiiere prominence and competence were emphasized and socio-

emotionality was deemphaSized,.g. 5.05. Although such an effect might suggest

an attempt to associate oneself with the suceessful group outcome,,it is. not .

- clear why it was limited.,only to this tondition. One mighticonjecture that

fimalel, supposedly more familiar with traditional sodoemotidnal rather than

task roles, may'have,lailed.to realize the tactical possibilities of the task

leadership situation

I
Alternatively, perhaps-females recognized the.possibilities

but simply valued j believedthe other group members vtlued) socitemotional

qualities'in a leader than tactical shifts in competence an0 prominence.4

, 10 ,

8
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Whether-such sex differences might be reversed fn socioemotional leadership
4

%ftuations remains to betinvestigated.

In sum, the results showed that in task-oriented group situations, males'
4

A,

self-presentations across the three salient dimensions seeMed to follow a
.

.
I .

4 ilk.' .

tactical pattern. Males who,were personaliy responsible for success emphasized .

their prominence and competence (attributes that are the most directly Oklevent

tothe success in the present situatim) over their socioemotIona) ability
:

only when the group did not know of their.role in the Actievement. Males also ,

showed a significant compensation effect following failure, apd were con-
-1

strained in their: clziims of competence following failure. -Females, An contrast;
A

typically emphasized their4ocioemotionality over their competence and promi-
.

-1
nence irrespective of the particular combination of treatments. The examiKation

of such sex differences has been relatively negledted in the self-presentation

litature and should be scrutinized more fully in.future resdarch.. 4144,

Finally, the use of a split-plot analysis to examine paterns of Self-

presentation on the three dimensions provicked mubi information beyond simple

attention to the indivIduelAiMensionsand suggests'that this approach may be

a fratful on'e in.future self-presentational research:. In any social encounter,

individuals present a myriad of impressions'that may be categotized along a

number of dimensions. Analysis of th'e relative emphases'placed on these

dimensions tells us.d great deal about tht particular aspects of one's %ace"

Oat the individual considers impiertant and thus, stresses in the encounter.

. -

,.

0

';',`



Reference Note

'Ackerman, B. J., A SchlenkerB. R. Self-presentation: Attributes of the

actor and the audience. Paper presented at the meeting of t!)e American

(

Psychological Association., thicago, 1975.

4

4

Ith

S.

(I

9

40'

.



`. 10

. Refeyerice..J

BauMeister, R. F.,AJonesi, E..E. When self-presentation is constrained by

the target's knowledge: Consitery and compensation. Journal_of

.:,Personality and Social Psychology, 1978, 36. 608418.
_ A

:Frey, b. Reactions to success and failure in public and private conditions.

Journal of Experimental Social Psycholoa, 1978, 14, 172-179.

.Gottman, 1.. The presentation ol selt2ineyermiqiite. New York: Doubleday, 1959,

Jones, E.-E., & Worpan, C. Ingratiatjpn: pn attributional_approach. Morristown,

N.J.:- General Learning Press, 1973.

.

Kahn, A., Hottes, J., & DAis, W. L. Cooperation and optimal responding in the

Prisoner's Dilemma Game: Effects of sex and physical attractiveness.

4.ournal of Personality and Social Psycho1o9b;1971, 17'; 267-279.

Schlenker, B. R. Self-presentation: Managing the impression of consistency

'when reality interferes with self-enhancement. Journal of Personality and

Sociallsystloit, 1975, 32, 1030-1031.

Schlinker, B. R. Impression manapment: The self-concept, social identity,

and 'interpersonal relations. Belmont, Cal.: Brooks/Cole, in press.

Schneider, D. J. Tactical self-presentation after success and failure.

JoUrnal of Personality and Sociallsychiology) 1969, 13, 262-268.

Shaw; M. E. Group dynamics: The_p_sychology of small _groups (2nd ed.)..

New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975.

Stires, L. K., & Jones, E. E. Modesty versus self-enhancement as alternative

forms of ingratiation. _IentalscholoJournaofExeri, 1969,

S, 172,-188.

Stoegill, R.M. Handbook_f leadership., New4York: Fr:ee Press; 1974.

Wortman, C. B., Costanzo, P. R. Witt, J. R. Effect of anticipated performance

on the attribUtions of caus lity to sel others. Journal of Personality'

AriEligatIolo,197 27037.2-381,.

41%



ii

Tat;le 1

Effects of Group Performance, Responsibility, Knowledge of Responsibility,

and.Subject Sex on Self-presentations of P.rominence, Socioemotionality,

/.

Leader Resp.

Success

..G1112__Itesa.

Leader Resp.

FaIlure

.g.ntalta.

Known

Noi imown

Known

Not Known

Known

LIELED.TIL

Known

Not Known

and Competence

Males

Prominence
10.

.C92.112!Lni.

4.7

4.7

5:5

.5.3

4.8

5.3

5.3

5.5

4.)

5.3

5.3

4.7

5.3

4.9

4.5

5.0

5.6

.5

5.4-

5.6

5.7

516

LeadkIllesp..

Stccess.

glalLka.

Known

Not Known

Uown

Not Known

Females

w.mw.w....+10

Known

b.P2A211.12k2...

Failure
Not Known

Known

Not Known0.1101...

4.8

4.3-7.

4.9

-.5.2,

Av.

5.4

5.2

5.7'

5.4

5.3 5.6 5.5

5.1 5.7 5.3

' 5.3
r

5.4

5.6 4.8 5.6

4.9

5.2

Prominence iocioemtionilitt Competence

5.2

..* .,mYe..aere

.Note: Scores could-range fromI -(negative) to 7 (Tositth).
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